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for importations, interstate movements,
and releases into the environment of
regulated genetically engineered (GE)
organisms only with those specific State
or Tribal agencies that have jurisdiction
over GE agricultural crops and/or
products, to enable the State and Tribal
governments to better review and
comment on notifications and permit
applications received by APHIS and
provide information, comments, and
recommendations to APHIS.

Since publication of the proposed
rule, we have discovered potential
vulnerabilities under the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA). While CBI is
protected from mandatory public
disclosure under FOIA (5 U.S.C.
552(b)(4)), we conducted an in-depth
review of FOIA and determined that
disclosure of CBI to State and Tribal
regulatory officials may constitute a
waiver of this FOIA exemption.
Specifically, under FOIA, the States are
considered members of “the public.”
Because disclosure to one member of
the public means disclosure to the
general public, APHIS may be required
to disclose the CBI shared with State
and Tribal regulatory officials to anyone
who requests the same information
under FOIA. FOIA mandates that
Federal agencies must or may withhold
CBI, and we are committed to protecting
CBI. Therefore, we have now decided to
withdraw the February 27, 2013,
proposed rule in order to ensure
protection of CBI provided to APHIS in
notifications and permit applications.

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 7701-7772 and 7781—

7786; 31 U.S.C. 9701; 7 CFR 2.22, 2.80, and
371.3.

Done in Washington, DG, this 14th day of
July 2014.
Kevin Shea,

Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service.

[FR Doc. 2014-16927 Filed 7-17—14; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3410-34-P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Part 72

[Docket Nos. PRM-72-7; NRC-2012-0266;
NRC-2014-0067]

Spent Fuel Cask Certificate of
Compliance Format and Content

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Petition for rulemaking;
consideration in the rulemaking
process.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) will consider in its

rulemaking process six issues raised in
a petition for rulemaking (PRM), PRM—
72-7, submitted by Anthony
Pietrangelo, on behalf of the Nuclear
Energy Institute (NEI or the petitioner).
The petitioner requests that the NRC
amend its regulations to improve the
efficiency of the licensing and oversight
of spent fuel dry cask storage.

DATES: The docket for the petition for
rulemaking, PRM-72-7, is closed on
July 18, 2014.

ADDRESSES: Further NRC action on the
issues raised by this petition can be
found on the Federal rulemaking Web
site at http://www.regulations.gov by
searching on Docket ID: NRC-2014—
0067, which is the identification for the
future rulemaking.

Please refer to Docket ID NRC-2012—
0266 when contacting the NRC about
the availability of information regarding
this petition. You can access publicly
available documents related to the
petition using the following methods:

e Federal Rulemaking Web site: Go
to: http://www.regulations.gov and
search on the petition Docket ID NRC—
2012-0266. Address questions about
NRC dockets to Carol Gallagher;
telephone: 301-287-3422; email:
Carol.Gallagher@nrc.gov. For technical
questions, contact the individual listed
in the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT section of this document.

e NRC'’s Agencywide Documents
Access and Management System
(ADAMS): You may access publicly
available documents online in the
ADAMS Public Documents collection at
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/
adams.html. To begin the search, select
“ADAMS Public Documents” and then
select “Begin Web-based ADAMS
Search.” For problems with ADAMS,
please contact the NRC’s Public
Document Room (PDR) reference staff
at: 1-800-397—-4209 or 301-415—4737,
or by email to pdr.resource@nrc.gov.
The ADAMS accession number for each
document referenced (if it is available in
ADAMS) is provided the first time that
it is mentioned in the SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION section.

e NRC’s PDR: You may examine and
purchase copies of public documents at
the NRC’s PDR, Room O1-F21, One
White Flint North, 11555 Rockville
Pike, Rockville, Maryland 20852.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Keith McDaniel, Office of Federal and
State Materials and Environmental
Management Programs, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555-0001; telephone: 301-415—
5252; email: Keith.McDaniel@nrc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
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1. The Petition

On October 3, 2012, the NRC received
a PRM filed by NEI (ADAMS Accession
No. ML12299A380). The NEI is a
nuclear energy organization that works
on matters affecting the nuclear energy
industry. The petitioner requests that
the NRC amend part 72 of Title 10 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR),
“Licensing Requirements for the
Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear
Fuel, High-Level Radioactive Waste, and
Reactor-Related Greater Than Class C
Waste,” to add a new rule governing
spent fuel storage cask certificate of
compliance (CoC) format and content,
extend the applicability of the backfit
rule to CoC holders, and make other
changes. The petitioner states that these
changes are needed improvements
based on experience and risk insights
gained since the 10 CFR part 72
regulations were developed in the 1980s
and modified in 1990. The petitioner
also claims that the proposed changes
would improve regulatory efficiency
and effectiveness, as well as serve an
important safety function by allowing
both industry and NRC resources to be
focused on safety-significant
information. The petitioner states that
more efficient and effective NRC
oversight of dry cask storage will
improve implementation of dry cask
storage requirements. Furthermore, the
petitioner claims these proposed
changes offer a holistic approach to
regulatory improvements and result in a
more risk-informed regulatory
framework.

The NRC published a notice of receipt
of the petition and request for public
comment in the Federal Register (FR)
on February 5, 2013 (78 FR 8050). After
analyzing the issues raised in the
petition and reviewing the public
comments, the NRC concludes that the
issues are appropriate for rulemaking
consideration.

II. Public Comments on the Petition

The notice of receipt of the PRM
requested that interested persons submit
comments to the NRC. The comment
period closed on April 22, 2013. The
NRC received five comment letters
(ADAMS Accession No. ML14134A072).
Four letters were from members or
representatives of the nuclear industry
and one letter was from four U.S.
Senators. The public comments
supported NEI’s claim that greater
efficiencies were needed in the 10 CFR


http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
mailto:Carol.Gallagher@nrc.gov
mailto:Keith.McDaniel@nrc.gov
mailto:pdr.resource@nrc.gov
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part 72 licensing process and generally
supported the issues raised in the
petition.

All five comment letters emphasized
creating specific criteria for the format
and content included in spent fuel
storage cask CoCs and technical
specifications. One comment letter
suggested that this change would make
storage cask licensing consistent with
power reactor licensing and improve
regulatory efficiency. Three comment
letters stated that the proposed changes
would create a more risk-informed
regulatory framework that may reduce a
possible backlog of cask license
amendment reviews in the future, if, as
the commenters expect, the number of
loaded casks doubles in the next 10
years.

One comment letter stated that the
proposed changes could improve
nuclear safety by focusing the CoC and
technical specifications on safety
significant issues. Four comment letters
stated that the proposed changes would
make dry cask licensing consistent with
the Commission’s Policy Statement on
Technical Specifications Improvements
for Nuclear Power Reactors (58 FR
39132; July 22, 1993). Finally, three
comment letters supported applying
backfit protection to CoC holders to
create needed regulatory consistency
between part 72 licensees and CoC
holders.

The NRC considered the public
comments in its analysis of the petition.

III. NRC Analysis

Issue 1: Add a New Rule for CoC Format
and Content

The petitioner requests that 10 CFR
part 72, subpart L, “Approval of Spent
Fuel Storage Casks,” be amended to
provide specific criteria for the format
and content of the CoC for a spent fuel
storage cask. The petitioner states that
this change would improve regulatory
clarity and stability by assuring that the
level of detail in CoCs is consistent and
risk-informed. The petitioner asserts
that defining CoC format and content
can only be effective if included as a
regulation, rather than guidance.

The petitioner asserts that the changes
recommended by the petitioner related
to the format will improve ease of use
and ensure that there is clarity with
respect to the division of
responsibilities between CoC holders
and licensees in implementing the CoC,
which will enhance compliance and
NRC oversight. The petitioner states that
the additions related to the content will
ensure that there is clarity for applicants
and certificate holders with respect to
the appropriate information to be

included in the draft CoC (part of the
application), which will improve
efficiencies by focusing on the safety
significant aspects of cask use.

This will also reduce the number of
unnecessary CoC amendments by
eliminating the need for NRC review of
information that the petitioner believes
need not be included in many CoCs.

NRC Response to Issue 1

The NRC accepts Issue 1 for
consideration in the rulemaking
process. The NRC agrees that adding
specific criteria for CoC format and
content to its regulations could promote
consistency. The NRC also agrees that a
change may promote efficiency in the
oversight of dry storage, including
licensing reviews. However, the NRC
does not agree with the comment that a
significant increase in expected cask
loadings (e.g., doubling over the next
decade) necessarily correlates to an
equivalent increase in the NRC staff’s
review work.

The requirements in 10 CFR part 72,
subpart L, apply to approval of spent
fuel storage casks. While the NRC issued
guidance in NUREG-1745, “Standard
Format and Content for Technical
Specifications for 10 CFR part 72 Cask
Certificates of Compliance,” dated June
2001 (ADAMS Accession No.
ML011940387), there are currently no
specific requirements for the format or
content of the CoC. The CoC includes
the certificate and the associated
technical specifications (usually an
appendix to the certificate). These
documents together constitute the
approved system and procedures for
spent fuel storage casks.

The petitioner claims its request is
similar to the requirements in 10 CFR
50.36, “Technical Specifications,” for
reactors. The NRC staff notes that 10
CFR 50.36 contains requirements for the
content, but not format, of technical
specifications, and that format for
reactor technical specifications is
addressed by the NRC in associated
guidance, and not by rule.?

1See NUREG—-1430, Vols. 1 and 2, Rev. 4,
“Standard Technical Specifications—Babcock and
Wilcox Plants” (ADAMS Accession Nos.
ML12100A177 and ML12100A178); NUREG-1431,
Vols. 1 and 2, Rev. 4, “Standard Technical
Specifications—Westinghouse Plants” (ADAMS
Accession Nos. ML12100A222 and ML12100A228);
NUREG-1432, Vols. 1 and 2, Rev. 4, “Standard
Technical Specifications—Combustion Engineering
Plants” (ADAMS Accession No. ML12102A165 and
ML12102A169); NUREG-1433, Vols. 1 and 2, Rev.
4, “Standard Technical Specifications—General
Electric Plants (BWR/4)” (ADAMS Accession Nos.
ML12104A192 and ML12104A193); and NUREG—
1434, Vols. 1 and 2, Rev. 4, “Standard Technical
Specifications—General Electric Plants (BWR/6)”
(ADAMS Accession Nos. ML12104A195 and
ML12104A196).

Furthermore, 10 CFR 50.50 states that
the Commission will issue a license in
such form and containing such
conditions including technical
specifications, as it deems appropriate.
An analogous approach may be
appropriate for 10 CFR part 72 as well.
This will be evaluated further in the
rulemaking process.

If the NRC determines in the
rulemaking process that standardized
format and content requirements should
be developed for 10 CFR part 72,
subpart L, the NRC may also consider
development of similar regulations for
subpart C, “Issuance and Conditions of
License.” Specific licenses issued under
10 CFR part 72 also use technical
specifications as part of their licensing
basis.

Finally, the rulemaking process may
consider whether existing CoCs and
amendments should be revised to meet
any new regulations on content or
format.

Issue 2: Add Backfit Protection to CoC
Holders

The petitioner requests that 10 CFR
72.62 be modified so that backfit
protection is applicable to CoC holders
in addition to licensees. The petition
states that this change would improve
consistency between the way in which
specific and general part 72 licensees,
and CoC holders, are regulated, and that
this revision would ensure that changes
to CoCs are imposed only after an
adequate justification has been
developed.

NRC Response to Issue 2

The NRC accepts Issue 2 for
consideration in the rulemaking
process. The petitioner raises regulatory
stability and predictability concerns
with respect to CoC holders. The NRC
notes that the application of backfit
protection may require revisiting the
current NRC practice of issuing each
CoC amendment as a stand-alone CoC.

As part of the NRC’s consideration of
these concerns, the NRC may review the
various approaches for addressing
regulatory stability and predictability
that the NRC has adopted in its
regulations, including approaches such
as those in 10 CFR 72.62, ““Backfitting,”
and 10 CFR 52.63, “Finality of Standard
Design Certifications.”

Issue 3: Delete the Requirement for the
Review of the Cask SER

The petitioner requests that 10 CFR
part 72, subpart K, “General License for
Storage of Spent Fuel at Power Reactor
Sites,” be amended to remove the
requirement in 10 CFR 72.212(b)(6) for
general licensees to perform a review of
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the NRC’s Safety Evaluation Report
(SER) for the CoC or amended CoC prior
to use by a general licensee. The
petition asserts that this change would
conform with a previous NRC position
and would eliminate an unnecessary
requirement. The petitioner further
states that review of the SER is
extraneous, as the SER will not contain
any new requirements or commitments
that are not already contained in the
CoC and the Final Safety Analysis
Report associated with an NRC
approved cask design.

NRC Response to Issue 3

The NRC accepts Issue 3 for
consideration in the rulemaking
process. In 10 CFR 72.212(b)(6), general
licensees are required to determine
whether or not the reactor site
parameters are enveloped by the cask
design bases considered in the Safety
Analysis Report referenced in the CoC
or amended CoC and the related NRC
SER.

The CoC and associated technical
specifications constitute the system
requirements for approved spent fuel
storage systems. The CoC holder’s
Safety Analysis Report provides more
detail about the system, guidance for
system use, and procedures not
included in the technical specifications.
The NRC staff’s SER describes the staff’s
review, conclusions on the adequacy of
the cask design, and bases for those
conclusions. This information may be
useful to a general licensee in evaluating
the use of an approved cask design at its
site. Whether or not review of the SER
is required, the general licensee is
obligated to ensure that the dry storage
system, as used at their site, is in
conformance with the CoC, and that dry
storage at their site complies with the
regulations. Therefore, the NRC staff
accepts Issue 3 for consideration in the
rulemaking process.

Issue 4: Programs and Plans

The petition requests that 10 CFR part
72, subpart K, be amended to clarify the
requirement to review various plans and
programs that are governed by other
regulations. Section 72.212(b)(10)
requires that general licensees perform a
review of the emergency plan, quality
assurance program, training program,
and radiation protection program, to
determine if their effectiveness is
decreased and, if so, prepare the
necessary changes and seek and obtain
the necessary approvals. The petitioner
claims that the current rule may be
interpreted as imposing change control
requirements for these programs that are
different than the existing change
control requirements in other parts of

the regulations. Accordingly, the
petitioner claims that this change would
remove ambiguity and duplication, and
improve clarity by only directing the
general licensee to the appropriate
change control requirements.

NRC Response to Issue 4

The NRC accepts Issue 4 for
consideration in the rulemaking
process. General licensees have
emergency plans, quality assurance
programs, training programs, and
radiation protection programs that may
need to be changed in order to use a
spent fuel storage cask. For Issue 4, the
petition specifically requests that 10
CFR 72.212(b)(10) be modified to clarify
the general licensee review
requirements for these programs. The
purpose of 10 CFR 72.212(b)(10) is to
ensure that such changes are identified
and made. While the NRC does not
believe that the current rule alters
existing change control requirements for
the programs listed in 10 CFR
72.212(b)(10), it does recognize the
standard for the evaluation in this
section may not be applicable for certain
programs’ change control processes and
that the rule could be clarified.
Therefore, the NRC agrees to consider if
and how 10 CFR 72.212(b)(10) could
more clearly state the relationship
between the scope of 10 CFR
72.212(b)(10) reviews and other reviews
for the same programs.

As part of the NRC’s consideration,
the NRC may also evaluate whether
other programs and plans should be
encompassed by 10 CFR 72.212(b)(10).

Issue 5: Revise the Requirement for Cask
Marking

The petitioner requests that 10 CFR
part 72, subpart L, be amended to
remove the requirement in 10 CFR
72.236(k)(3) to mark the empty weight
on each storage cask. The petitioner
states that marking the empty weight on
the cask results in increased time and
cost for cask fabrication activities and
serves no useful purpose.

NRC Response to Issue 5

The NRC accepts Issue 5 for
consideration in the rulemaking
process. While the NRC does not agree
that the cask marking requirement
serves no useful purpose, the NRC
agrees that it is appropriate to consider
the petitioner’s request because the
requirement may be limited in its
usefulness. For operations covered
under 10 CFR part 72, the loaded weight
is more relevant than the empty cask
weight.

This issue will be more fully
evaluated during the rulemaking

process which will ensure that
appropriate safety and transportation
compatibility requirements in the rule,
including markings for transportation
packages and records of the empty
weight, remain adequate.

Issue 6: Criticality Monitoring

The petitioner requests that 10 CFR
72.124(c) be modified to expand the
scope of activities for which criticality
monitoring is not required. Specifically,
the petitioner requests that 10 CFR
72.124(c) be amended to clarify that
criticality monitoring is not required for
cask loading, preparation, onsite
transport, and storage operations for dry
storage operations governed by a 10 CFR
part 72 license. The petitioner states
that this change is consistent with NRC
guidance and with other NRC
regulations.

NRC Response to Issue 6

The NRC accepts Issue 6 for
consideration in the rulemaking
process. The NRC staff notes that the
criticality monitoring requirements in
10 CFR 72.124(c) have caused confusion
in the past, and that clarifying changes
may be appropriate. A change to this
part of the requirements may also
impact other aspects of 10 CFR part 72
criticality safety requirements; this
would need to be considered in the
rulemaking process. For example, the
petitioner notes that power reactor
licensees may rely on a demonstration
of subcriticality per the requirements in
10 CFR 50.68, “Criticality Accident
Requirements,” in lieu of providing
criticality monitoring. Although the
NRC staff may consider analogous
requirements for casks in rulemaking,
the staff notes that criticality analyses
for casks include operational
assumptions that may not support
complete elimination of monitoring
requirements. Additionally, the scope of
the rule includes site-specific
independent spent fuel storage
installations and monitored retrievable
storage installations, which may store
particular spent fuel types and other
forms of high-level radioactive waste
that differ from the commercial light-
water power reactor spent fuel
discussed by the petitioner. These
differences may dictate different
criticality monitoring needs.

Theretfore, the NRC believes that the
scope of the NRC consideration of the
petitioner’s request should include: (1)
The need, if any, to modify other
criticality safety requirements in 10 CFR
72.124 as a result of sole reliance on
bounding criticality analyses instead of
criticality monitoring, and (2) the
different storage facilities that may be
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licensed under 10 CFR part 72 and the
different fuel types and high-level
radioactive wastes that may be stored at
those facilities.

IV. Determination of Petition

The NRC has reviewed the petition
and related public comments. Based on
its review, the NRC believes that the six
issues raised in the petition should be
considered in the rulemaking process.

Further NRC action on the issues
raised in PRM-72-7 can be monitored
on the Federal rulemaking Web site,
http://www.regulations.gov, by
searching on Docket ID NRC-2014—
0067, which is the identification for the
future rulemaking. In addition, the
Federal rulemaking Web site allows you
to receive alerts when changes or
additions occur in a docket folder. To
subscribe for alerts: (1) Navigate to the
docket folder (NRC-2014—-0067); (2)
click the “Sign up for Email Alerts”
link; and (3) enter your email address
and select how frequently you would
like to receive emails (daily, weekly, or
monthly). The NRC tracks all
rulemaking actions on its Web site at
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-
collections/rulemaking-ruleforum/.

For the reasons cited in this
document, the NRC will consider this
petition in its rulemaking process. The
docket for the petition, PRM-72-7, is
closed.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 27th day
of June, 2014.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Darren B. Ash,

Acting Executive Director for Operations.
[FR Doc. 2014-16965 Filed 7—17-14; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. FAA-2014-0452; Directorate
Identifier 2013—NM-185-AD]

RIN 2120-AA64
Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new
airworthiness directive (AD) for all
Airbus Model A318, A319, A320, and
A321 series airplanes. This proposed
AD was prompted by a determination
that more restrictive airworthiness

limitations are necessary. This proposed
AD would require revising the
maintenance or inspection program as
applicable. We are proposing this AD to
prevent a safety-significant latent failure
(which is not annunciated) which, in
combination with one or more other
specific failures or events, would result
in a hazardous or catastrophic failure
condition.

DATES: We must receive comments on
this proposed AD by September 2, 2014.

ADDRESSES: You may send comments by
any of the following methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

e Fax:(202) 493-2251.

® Mail: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations, M—
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590.

e Hand Delivery: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations, M—
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC, between 9 a.m. and 5
p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

For service information identified in
this proposed AD, contact Airbus,
Airworthiness Office—EIAS, 1 Rond
Point Maurice Bellonte, 31707 Blagnac
Cedex, France; telephone +33 5 61 93 36
96; fax +33 5 61 93 44 51; email
account.airworth-eas@airbus.com;
Internet http://www.airbus.com. You
may view this referenced service
information at the FAA, Transport
Airplane Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue
SW., Renton, WA. For information on
the availability of this material at the
FAA, call 425-227-1221.

Examining the AD Docket

You may examine the AD docket on
the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2014—
0452; or in person at the Docket
Management Facility between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays. The AD docket
contains this proposed AD, the
regulatory evaluation, any comments
received, and other information. The
street address for the Docket Operations
office (telephone (800) 647-5527) is in
the ADDRESSES section. Comments will
be available in the AD docket shortly
after receipt.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sanjay Ralhan, Aerospace Engineer,
International Branch, ANM-116,
Transport Airplane Directorate, FAA,
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA

98057—-3356; telephone (425) 227-1405;
fax (425) 227—1149.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

We invite you to send any written
relevant data, views, or arguments about
this proposed AD. Send your comments
to an address listed under the
ADDRESSES section. Include “Docket No.
FAA-2014-0452; Directorate Identifier
2013-NM-185—-AD" at the beginning of
your comments. We specifically invite
comments on the overall regulatory,
economic, environmental, and energy
aspects of this proposed AD. We will
consider all comments received by the
closing date and may amend this
proposed AD based on those comments.

We will post all comments we
receive, without change, to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any
personal information you provide. We
will also post a report summarizing each
substantive verbal contact we receive
about this proposed AD.

Discussion

The European Aviation Safety Agency
(EASA), which is the Technical Agent
for the Member States of the European
Community, has issued EASA
Airworthiness Directive 2013-0148,
dated July 16, 2013 (referred to after this
as the Mandatory Continuing
Airworthiness Information, or “the
MCATI”), to correct an unsafe condition
for all Airbus Model A318, A319, A320,
and A321 series airplanes. The MCAI
states:

The airworthiness limitations for Airbus
aeroplanes are currently published in
Airworthiness Limitations Section (ALS)
documents. The airworthiness limitations
applicable to the Certification Maintenance
Requirements (CMR) were previously
specified in AIRBUS A318/A319/A320/A321
CMR document referenced Al/ST4/993.436/
88.

DGAC France issued AD F-2005-101
[(http://ad.easa.europa.eu/blob/easa_ad
2005 5886 _F20051010tb_superseded.pdf/
AD F-2005-101_2)] (EASA approval 2005—
5886) to require compliance with the
maintenance tasks as specified in that
document.

Since that [DGAC France] AD was issued,
the CMR tasks are specified in Airbus A318/
A319/A320/A321 ALS Part 3, which is
approved by EASA. The original issue of this
document introduced more restrictive
maintenance requirements and/or
airworthiness limitations. Failure to comply
with the maintenance requirements
contained in this document could result in
an unsafe condition.

For the reasons described above, this
[EASA] AD supersedes DGAC France AD F—
2005-101 and requires the implementation of
the instructions and airworthiness
limitations as specified in Airbus A318/
A319/A320/A321 ALS Part 3 Revision 01.


http://ad.easa.europa.eu/blob/easa_ad_2005_5886_F20051010tb_superseded.pdf/AD_F-2005-101_2
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